in asserting that conscious sensation could occur in the nonrational soul, Descartes held that both reason and perception are mental events which can take place only in incorporeal (that is, spiritual and immortal) substances. If beasts did not have incorporeal, immortal, and reasoning souls, then they were ipsofacto incapable of feeling." Animals, in Descartes's scheme, did not possess immortal souls, and as a result could not be the subjects of mental events.
9 The sceptical Pierre Bayle wryly observed that the theological advantages of Descartes's thesis more than compensated for its improbability, and indeed the advantages were considerable. TM At a general level, Cartesianism stressed the reality and primacy of the spiritual realm at a time when materialism, then presumed to be inherently atheistic, was making inroads on traditional religious conceptions of nature. Animal mechanism, which in retrospect seems incipiently materialistic, was then held by many to magnify the glory of the Creator, who by design so regulated the activities of the brutes that, though devoid of reason, they act reasonably. Another advantage of Descartes's denial of the existence of animal souls has to do with safeguarding the goodness of God. The suffering of creatures which have done nothing to earn their misery and have no hope of happiness in a future state seems to impugn the justice of God. If, however, animals did not feel pain, God's goodness, at least in that regard, could be upheld. Proponents of the standard Aristotelian position--according to which animals possessed sensitive souls--had to face other, equally awkward, questions. Were these animal souls immortal? What became of them at the death of the animal? Would they simply be annihilated or might they proceed to heaven or hell? Could they reenter other bodies, animal or human? These difficulties were most easily resolved by denying that animals had incorporeal, immortal souls.
Despite these advantages, Descartes's thesis of animal automatism was not primarily an apology for theism, but rather a product of his dualistic metaphysics. While at times he stressed its theological implications, in the main it was left to his disciple Nicolas Malebranche to spell these out in detail. Malebranche broached the problem of the animal soul in the classic De la recherche de la v~rit~ 0674-75).'3 The most succinct statement of his position, "John Cottingham has argued that Descartes did not deny feeling to brutes, but merely insisted that they were automata. See Cottingham, " "A Brute to the Brutes?': Descartes' Treatment of Animals," Philosophy 53 (1978) : 551-61. Admittedly, Descartes did not emphasize this aspect of his theory, but it nonetheless seems an inevitable conclusion of his denial of animal souls. See Peter Harrison, "Descartes on Animals," Philosophical Quarterly 49 (a99~): 219-~ 7.
'" Pierre Bayle, Dictionnaire historique et critique (Rotterdam: Leers, 1697), "Rorarius," n. C. *s Nicolas Malebranche, Recherche de la v~cit~, IV, XI, w iii, in Oeuvres Completes, ed. G. RodisLewis (Paris: J. Vrin, 1958-7o ) , II, lo 4. God's Unjust, in punishing them, and making them Miserable; and unequally Miserable, since they are equally innocent."~5 Malebranche goes on to point out that men, in any case, have the possibility of recompense in a future life for ills suffered in the present. It follows that if God renders justice to all his creatures, then animals must be incapable of suffering, for they have neither committed wrong, nor have they the opportunity for compensation in a future life. Malebranche also deals with the argument, implicit in both Thomism and Calvinism, that God may deal with the beasts as he sees fit. To see the error of this view, says Malebranche, we need only consider the hierarchy of being. What if angels were to insist that God treat them justly, yet not insist on his doing justice to men? God, he concludes, "renders Justice to all his Creatures; and if the meanest of them are liable to Misery, they must needs be capable of being Criminal. ''~6
Malebranche's argument was in fact an adaptation of an old Augustinian principleJone destined to become the point of departure for virtually all seventeenth-century discussions of animal suffering. Early in the fifth century, at the height of his dispute with the Pelagians, Augustine formulated the principle sub Deo justo, nemo miser nisii (under a just God, no innocent suffers).,7 The bishop of Hippo deployed this principle against his opponents to establish original sin. It is clear, he said, that many infants suffer. Under a just God, therefore, they cannot be innocent. (For Augustine this meant that they must have inherited guilt as a result of Adam's original trespass.) Expressing the matter formally: l) Under a just God, no innocent suffers. ~) Infants suffer, therefore, 3) Infants are not innocent (i.e., they bear originnal sin).
Malebranche had introduced his own minor premise, resulting in this syllogism:
, Malebranche's theological reinforcement of Descartes's biology found favor with a number of continental thinkers, many of whom rehearsed his arguments in their own writings.'9 More significantly for our purposes, the beastmachine, along with its theological justifications, found its way across the channel.
While it has been maintained in some quarters that animal aut6matism was universally condemned in England, '~ a number of influential writers gave it qualified support. Sir Kenelm Digby was one. Digby and his mentor Thomas White were the first Englishmen to formulate a mechanical philosophy.,~ While Digby claimed that his atomism was essentially Aristotelian in character,," there is little doubt that he was strongly influenced by Descartes. In I645, he announced that "Mounsieur des Cartes" was "the first that I have ever met with, who hath published any conceptions of this nature, whereby to make the operations of sense intelligible.",n His enthusiasm for Descartes extended to the hypothesis of the beast-machine, which sat as well with his atomic materialism as with Cartesian dualism. The apparently intelligent behavior of animals, according to Digby, was a credit not to the ingenuity of the creature, but to the Creator who had so fashioned these contrivances to perform such feats. Thus animals "are but material instruments to performe without their knowledge or reflexion, a superior reasons counsels: even as in a clocke, that is composed of severall pieces and wheeles, all the parts of it doe conspire to give notice of the Js Malebranche, Recherche de la v~rit~, IV, XI, w iii (Oeuvres Completes, II, 1o4 severall.., periods of time, which the maker hath ordered it for."~4 In an anecdote which was to become commonplace in subsequent writings on the subject, Digby further reports that a certain king of China on first encountering a watch mistook it for a living creature. All men are to be excused, he goes on to say, for making a similar error with the beasts. Instead of marvelling at the intelligence of the creature, the structure and behavior of creatures ought to lead us to "straine higher, and looke with reverence and duty upon the immensity of that provident Architect, out of whose hands these masterpieces issue, and unto whom it is as easie to make a chaine of causes of a thousand or of a million of links, as to make one linke alone."'~ God receives "no small honour," from the study of the "extraordinary mechanism" of the ephemeron ("a fly that lives but five hours"). To understand "how 'tis that Nature gives Life and Motions to these Automata," he says, we must "unloose the Case, and take asunder the several Wheels and Springs, and carefully observe how shejoyns them all together. '',s Such expressions were not uncommon in the second half of the seventeenth century, and while they may not necessarily entail a full endorsement of Descartes's view, certainly they show the positive influence of his ideas. Thus, Henry Power spoke of "Insectile Automata," and "prety engines,"~9 and the poet Richard Leigh observed that In England, then, many were familiar with the thesis, and some were sympathetic, yet few of its supporters progressed beyond a general providentialism to address the issue of theodicy as Malebranche had done. The most prominent writer to do so was John Norris. Norris was a man of many parts. He was an enthusiastic proponent of Malebranche's philosophy, which necessarily placed him in opposition toJohn Locke. In addition, he was deeply influenced by the Cambridge Platonists, and had carried on a correspondence with Henry More. This influence, however, did not extend to his views on the nature of animals. In his Essay towards the Theory of the Ideal or Intelligible World (17o4), Norris includes a lengthy "Digression concerning the Souls of Brutes, whether they have any Thought of Sensation in them or no."sl Here he restates the Cartesian position with approval, and details its theological advantages.
Like the others, Norris stresses the providential aspects of animal automatism. The acdons of brutes may "be the result of pure Mechanism," for "God, if he pleases so far to exert his Power, may make a Company of Machines that shall do just as they do, and have the same appearance of Thought which they have. Animals thus bear witness to the Infinite Wisdom and Power of God."s, However, Norris also makes specific reference to the argument of "St. Austin" (whom, he notes, Malebranche also cites). He draws the same conclusion: "Brutes are innocent, therefore they are not miserable .... But then they must have no Sense or Perception, since if they have, 'tis plain that they are often miserable or in pain."ss Norris concludes his digression with a plea for kindness to animals, his views about their lacking sensations notwithstanding, for, though "Reason does most favour the side which denies all Thought and Perception to animals, yet.., our Reason [may] ss It is possible that T.B. and John Norris were one and the same. John Norris was closely associated with the three founders of The Athenian Gazette--John Dunton, Samuel Wesley, and Richard Sault. The four were responsible for answering queries sent to the Gazette. This makes it likely that "T.B." was Norris's mouthpiece. Alternatively, Norris might have appropriated the letter tO the paper, "have no Souls, but are pure Machines, or a sort of Clock work, devoid of any sense of Pain, Pleasure, Desire, Hope, Fear &c.," and to assert the contrary, he continues, would he to impugn the justice of God: "Brutes have never made ill use of their Liberty, and those Natural Powers which they receiv'd in their first Creation; therefore if God punished them with pain, and makes them not only unhappy, but equally unhappy, who are all equally Innocent... then I can't see how God can be just .... "a6 He also points out that if we attribute incorporeal souls to animals, we must take account of what happens to that soul at the death of the animal. The general belief that the beast's soul is annihilated at death leads to the conclusion that animals, unlike humans who in the afterlife have a chance of recompense for the ills of the present world, "have been unhappy and innocent, without any expectation of a future recompense." But why then would God instill in animals a soul which was incorporeal, and hence naturally immortal, only to annihilate it at the animal's demise? This is either unnecessary or unjust. This correspondent hoped, in conclusion, that the Gazette would be able to provide a satisfactory response to the dilemma, not only for himself, but for "all Cartesians" and "the rest of the World."
As it turned out, the newspaper, whose stated aim was to resolve "all the most nice and curious questions proposed by the ingenious," printed in the same issue a rejoinder by "R. S." (probably Richard Sault, mathematician and amateur theologian). From this response it can be inferred that the Cartesian view was not simply the preserve of an isolated few. "When I first engaged in this Subject," writes R. S., "I was very sensible what Numerous and Learned Adversaries I had to deal with, there being scarce any of our Modern Philosophers who are not Cartesians."s7 Brutes, he goes on to say, in true Augustinian fashion, were made for man's service and use, and it follows that the pains under which they labor result from Adam's transgression. Animals are thus implicated in original sin. The souls of brutes, moreover, are immaterial, and when the animal body dies, they may be annihilated, they may migrate into other bodies, or they may "wander up and down these lower Regions, 'till the time spoken of by St. Paul," when "the creature shall be deliver'd from the Bondage views of this correspondent in his later work. Both John Dunton and Richard Sault, incidentally, were also enthusiastic followers of Malebranche, the latter having translated into English both the Recherche and the TraitS, in 1694 and 1695 respectively. For the influence of Malebranche's philosophy on the Athenian circle, see C. J. McCracken, Malebranche and British Philosophy (Oxford: Clarendon, 1983), 4 f.
s6The Athenian Mercury, Saturday, February I l, 1693 (vol. 9, no. 18 A significant number of seventeenth-century divines had pondered the possibility of the final redemption of the animal world.4, If the fate of animals was so closely bound up with that of humans--as notions of their suffering as a result of the Fall would suggest--then they might also have a place in God's redemptive plan. If animals could fall with Adam, might they not also be raised with Christ? As George Abbot put it, because "there is such affinitie betweene man, and the beastes which are subjected to his vse, that the sorrowes of the better do easily touch the worser," it should follow that on the day of judgment the beasts "shall returne to that beautie, wherein they at first were established."4~ Thomas Wilson concurred. Creatures, he said, "being liable and subiect vnto labour, wearinesse yea and death for our sakes," shall enjoy a restitution "like the resurrection from the dead."4s
Unfortunately the relevant passage in Romans does not specify the extent of this general restitution. Thus exegetes differed in their views on precisely which living things were to make their appearance in heaven. Poet Henry Vaughan spoke of the restoration of"trees, beasts and men."44 Godfrey Good- man claimed that "by a course of iustice.., all the Creatures in generall shall partake with vs, in our future intended renouation."45 Richard Overton concurred: "all other Creatures as well as man shall be raised and delivered from Death at the Resurrection."46 Others were less generous. G. H. Gent poured scorn upon those who, with Overton, looked forward to an eternity with "all the Toads and Frogs and poysonous Serpents." "Those who are to live amongst all these," he sagely observed, "are likely to have a gallant time of it."47 William Gearing shared Gent's foresight, proposing that "those Creatures which are bred of dung and corruption" along with "Thornes, Thistles, Briars, and such like" be excluded from the heavenly company.4S Thomas Draxe similarly thought that thistles, briars and brambles, mules, wolf dogs and wolf bitches, monstrous creatures, and creatures bred from corruption such as "frogs, flies, wormes, mouldes, mise, crickets, bats, barnacles" would not take their place amongst the saints. In fact, Draxe thought that only certain of those animals still living when Christ returned qualified for immortality.49 Elnathan Parr favored the view that heaven would contain "some singulars of all kinds,"just as Noah had preserved some of each species in the Ark.5o Thomas Horton was of the same opinion, arguing that a general resurrection of beasts was absurd and unbiblical. It is sufficient, he states, that "all kinds of the Creature are perfected, though many, yea most of the Particulars and Individuals are extinguished."5~ Another solution to the conundrum of the unjustly miserable condition of brutes--a solution which for the most part was overlooked in the seventeenth century--was that the suffering of animals might be caused by de- mons.5, Thomas Wilson, in a passing remark, noted that part of the bondage of the creature lies in the fact that "all of them are forced to doe seruice vnto the diuels, which range in the aire."ss This sentiment was echoed in William Cowper's suggestion that the devil "accounts a beast his prey," in order that he might indirectly torment mankind.54 Neither pursued the thesis with any great vigor. More than a century later, however, Ptre Bougeant's Amusement philosophique sur le langage des bestes 0739) set out with mock seriousness the view that animals were actually embodied demons. This explained both their suffering, which they deserved, and their apparent intelligence.55 Bougeant's Jesuit colleagues failed to appreciate his humor, however, and he was forced to retract a number of offending passages. The thesis also excited controversy in Britain, where it appeared in two separate translations.56 Future rewards for animals, then, seemed to provide the best compromise between the demands of orthodox belief on the one hand, and justice for creatures on the other. Of the remaining possibilities, annihilation of animal souls was orthodox, and meshed neatly with the view that animals were created for the sake of man. Radical Gerrard Winstanley, for example, asserted a universal salvation for all mankind at the end times, but excluded the beasts: "In the end every man shall be saved ... other creatures which were made only for man's use, will be dissolved into nothing."57 More conservative writers, of whom there were many, also inclined towards this opinion. (Paris, 1739) . Bougeant also relied upon the Augustinian principle sub Deo justo, nemo miser nisii, but his application of the syllogism led to the conclusion that the beasts, on account of their suffering, must be "culpable victims of divine vengeance" (43f.). The souls of animals, in Bougeant's system of philosophy, had incurred the wrath of the deity in a preexistent state, and were condemned, as a result of their infractions, to be imprisoned in the bodies of lower creatures. Bougeant thus took the logic of the English Platonists one step further, reasoning that if the souls of fallen angels could inhabit the bodies of savages, they could as easily inhabit the bodies of brutes. At an animal's death, the evicted devil was reincarnated by chance into the embryo of "a bird, a fish, or a butterfly." A fortunate few might be embodied in pampered pets. Others, less favored by fortune are confined in the bodies of beasts of burden or live under the constant threat of the hunter's knife (56-58).
56Two London editions, printed for T. Cooper, appeared in 1739 and 174o, while another translation was published in Dublin, printed by Cor. Wynne, again in 1739.
sT Who advocated annihilation did so in the belief that animals have no claims on the justice of God, whose authority as creator is absolute. As Thomas Browne put it, "Shall the vessel say to the potter, 'Why hast thou made me thus?' " "Men that live according to the right rule and law of reason," he continues, "live but in their own kind--as beasts do in theirs, who justly obey the prescript of their naturesnand therefore cannot reasonably demand a reward for their actions .... "59 For Browne and others like him, the question of the fate of animal souls was related to a wider discussion about the salvation of virtuous pagans who had led blameless lives. Whereas human standards of justice might suggest that such innocence or virtue be rewarded, or at least go unpunished, Browne and his ilk implied that divine justice was different in kind from human justice, and consequently that there was no reason why, at death, animals or noble pagans should expect more than oblivion, or considerably worse. Annihilation of animal souls was not so much the solution to a problem, as a refusal to admit that one existed. 6~
For many, the idea that God's justice was of a different order from natural justice was highly problematic. English Platonists flatly denied this narrow conception of the righteousness of God, and in their attempts to address the plight of exemplary pagans and innocent beasts, they flirted with the timeworn doctrine of metempsychosis--a heretical opinion, but one which yielded a far more sympathetic theodicy than annihilation.
PLATONISM, PREEXISTENCE AND TRANSMIGRATION
In seventeenth-century England there was considerable interest in the ancient view of the transmigration of the soul. In large measure this was owing to a revival of Renaissance Platonism and Hermeticism. The Cambridge Platonists, at the forefront of this revival, were concerned to maintain a spiritual view of nature by wedding the new scientific approach to an arcane philosophical tradition. The Cambridge circle included Benjamin Whichcote, Ralph Cudworth, Henry More and George Rust. At Oxford, Joseph Glanvill and John Norris also came under their influence.
The Cambridge Platonists were generally antipathetic to the empiricism of Bacon and the materialism of Hobbes. While they welcomed Descartes as an ally in the fight against materialism and atheism, they generally took excep- 6o Another way of ameliorating the problem of animal pain was to argue that animal suffering was inconsequential when compared to human suffering. Thus Richard Baxter argued that animals were "less capable of misery," and that brutes, lacking doubts and fears, were "far more tion to the doctrine of the beast-machine. Cudworth, for example, waxed enthusiastic over Descartes's "rediscovery" of atomic theory, yet saw in the Cartesian extension of mechanism to the animate world a threat to a spiritual view of nature. Prophetically, he perceived how easily the beast-machine could become the man-machine. 6' Cudworth thus resisted the extreme dualism of Descartes, suggesting that the activity of the animal world resulted neither from the deterministic workings of some organic machine, nor from continual interventions into the causal nexus by the Deity, but rather from the workings of "plastic nature." By "plastic" or "artificial" nature, Cudworth meant purposeful, but nonconscious powers operative in nature. These powers fell under God's general providential design, yet were not directed by him. The instinctive behavior of animals--nonintcntional, yet purposeful--was, for Cudworth, a conspicuous example of how plastic powers operated. 62 Even the human mind, he pointed out, evidenced unconscious activity, as for example in dreaming.63 Cudworth's "plastic nature" thus represented a middle position between those who would banish spiritual substance from the universe altogether, and those who have the world so permeated with spirit that the distinction between the two disappeared.
Cudworth's colleague Henry More also offered perceptive criticisms of both materialism and panpsychism, proposing in their place his own often unwieldy synthesis of contemporary science, Hermetic cosmology, and Christianity.64 More followed Cudworth in asserting that while the natural world was not the body of God, neither was it totally devoid of his ongoing influence. 65 Materialism, however, was by no means the Platonists' only concern. Equally, they were concerned at the growth of Calvinism, which had been on the ascendency in England since the turn of the century. Chief amongst their reservations concerning this austere faith were questions to do with predestination and the justice of God. Why would God hold us responsible for Adam's sin, they wanted to know? Did God create the vast majority of the human race for the express purpose of sending them to hell (as Calvinism implied)? Why should whole nations of heathens die without any hope of heaven, simply because they were geographically remote from the cradle of Christianity? What hope of salvation was there for those who lived before the time of Christ? The solution to these quandaries lay in the direction of Platonic notions of God's goodness and of the human soul--a path which had its logical terminus in the doctrines of preexistence and metempsychosis.
Intrinsic to Calvinism is the nominalist notion that God's goodness is different in kind from our own. Whatever God wills, is good. Human reason cannot fathom divine justice. The Calvinism which prevailed during the Interregnum had no difficulty with this harsh solution. The Platonists, however, found it rather unsatisfactory. As Joseph Glanvill declared: "For the first Errour, which is the ground of the rest, is, That things are good and just, because God Wills them so to be; and if that be granted, we are disabled from using the arguments taken from natural Notions .... If there be no settled Good and Evil, Immutable and Indepefident on any Will or Understanding, then God may have made his reasonable Creatures on purpose to damn them forever. ''66 But once it was accepted that God's goodness was similar in kind to our own, how was this goodness to be reconciled with a world in which, as one writer put it, "many whole nations both of old and at this present day were so overrun with all kinde of barbarity, ferity, and bestial lust, so utterly estranged from the knowledge of God and the love of vertue...-?67 For the Platonists, such a reconciliation was to be afforded by the doctrine of the preexistence of souls, described enthusiastically by Joseph Glanvill as "an Antient and Probable opinion, which.., may contribute somewhat to the clearing and vindication of the Divine Attributes. ''6s The idea of the soul's preexistence had been introduced into Christianity by the most controversial of the Church Fathers--Origen. This platonizing theologian, long regarded with considerable suspicion in the West, had been restored to grace during the Renaissance, owing to the efforts of such luminaries as Erasmus and Thomas More. Amongst the Cambridge Platonists he had a devoted following. It is almost certain that the work which reintroduced his theology to the seventeenth-century world-- Arguments about preexistence, it should be noted, were related not only to theodicy, but to a more general debate about the origin and destiny of the human soul. In seventeenth-century England there was a lively controversy over whether human souls preexisted, were infused into the embryo by God at or shortly after conception, or were produced ex traduce by the parents (traduction). The dispute also extended to the fate of the soul at the end of life. Whereas the orthodox belief was that the human soul was an incorporeal substance which was liberated from the body at death and took its place in heaven or hell to await judgment, "mortalists" (who numbered in their ranks John Milton, the young Thomas Browne, Thomas Hobbes, and Richard Overton) maintained that at death the human soul perished with the body, or "slept" until the resurrection and the day of judgment. See, e.g., John Milton, The Christian Doctrine, bk. l, chs. 7, 13, in Works, ed (London, 17o2 ) . Clarke, Turner, Baxter, Dodwell, Sykes, Law and Peckard all joined the eighteenth-century dispute. For a summary of the arguments see Caleb Fleming, A Survey of the Search after Souls (London, 1758). These controversies are relevant to our present discussion because they focussed upon what was then seen to be "the essential difference between Man and other Animals," the confounding of which, as one writer expressed it, "strikes at the whole of Religion, and renders That unnecessary, and Man contemptible" (M. circle publicly endorsed reincarnation. Exceptions might be made in the case of those dying in infancy. The souls of dying infants, according to Glanvill, return to a state of insensibility and await embodiment in another terrestrial vehicle.7, Cudworth also tentatively proposed that the souls of brutes might, like those of their human counterparts, preexist.73 But this was as far as it went. Others less intimately involved in the Cambridge circle, however, took the plunge, proposing that the souls of the departed may again enter human bodies.
Franciscus Mercurius van Helmont was the son of the famous Belgian physician and chemist Jean Baptista van Helmont. A friend of Henry More, he combined interests in Lurianic cabbalism and Platonism. Van Helmont argued that one lifetime was too brief for repentance and salvation. Moreover, those dying young, those born before the birth of Christ, and "such imperfect Creatures as Fools and Naturals, Abortives and Monsters"mall were at something of a disadvantage (at least according to the prevailing Calvinist and Arminian soteriologies). Such short or impoverished lives could only be compensated for, van Helmont believed, by the soul's rebirth in another body.7~ The anonymous "N. N." also held that one lifetime might not be sufficient to ensure a reasonable chance of salvation. In his Letter to a Gentleman... concerning the Revolution of Humane Souls (169o), he repeated a number of van Helmont's arguments. All men, in all ages, he says, who have died without hearing the Gospel, "shall live again in the World in some Age and Place where they shall hear it, before the End of the World."75 And so it is that God "does give unto every Man, a long day of Visitation, even of a thousand years, to live upon this Earth, that he may be converted .... ,,76
Neither of these theodicies involve a fully-fledged metempsychosis, in which human souls enter the bodies of animals. The Platonists' concern only extended to "brutish" nations, but not to brutes themselves. Glanvill, admittedly, had earlier toyed with "Pythagisme." In a letter penned in 166 l, presumably to George Rust, he wrote with some enthusiasm of the newly revived origenism, noting that the hypothesis of preexistence naturally tends towards metempsychosis: For (1) the divine goodness which regardes all his creatures seems to require it, otherwise some will bee faultlessly miserable; for what account els can be given of the state of beasts who some of them are all their lives subject to the tyrannicall tastes of merciless man, except wee suppose them to have deserv'd this severe discipline by some former delinquencyes. (2) Some men seem naturally prepar'd for a descent into bruite bodyes, by the bruitish dispositions, and have almost nothing to speak them betterwhile in humane flesh but speech and their external persons .... (3) The next state is a state of punishment to the wicked, and therefore worse than this, and therefore they will have worse bodyes.....77
It interesting that in this letter Glanvill also makes reference to the Cartesian beast-machine. He says that we have no reason to conclude that animals have immaterial souls, and that God certainly could make such "machinas." Glanviii, at this stage at least, believed that the justice of God extended to all his creatures, and that some account of their suffering was required.TS But Glanvill never seemed to follow this through in his mature writings. Others in the Cambridge circle had spoken of terrestrial life as essentially animal in character. More, for example, seemed to regard all material bodies or "terrestrial vehicles" as animal bodies. Thus, when "Adam's Soul descended into the prepared Matter of the earth," he became "a down-right Terrestrial Animal."79 Idolatry, according to More, was "the proper fruit of the Animal life," and was manifested in the worship of the sun and moon. Idolaters thus lived the lives of animals. More, curiously enough, held that elephants and apes worshipped the sun and moon, and was thereby led to the conclusion that "what the Apes and these Elephants in Mauritania do, the same is done by the Idolaters of the East Indies. ''s~ We should note in passing that the view that animals could entertain sentiments of religion was not merely one of More's flights of fancy. The piety of elephants had been originally reported by Pliny, who probably served as the source of not only More's views, but also those of Montaigne and a number of Speaking on the descent of the soul, Plotinus stated: "all that is fixed is that each several soul descends to a recipient indicated by affinity of condition; it moves towards the thing which it There resembled, and enters, accordingly, into the body of man or animal" (Enneads, tr. S. MacKenna and B. Page [Chicago: William Benton, 1959l, IV.iii. 12 ).
7s In Lux Orientalis Glanvill stresses that divine justice is universal: "For this Justice is but the distributing to every thing according to the requirements of its nature. And that benign wisdom that contrived and framed the natures of all Beings, doubtless so provided that they should be suitably furnisht with all things proper for their respective conditions" (97 For the Platonists, at any rate, "animal religion" meant something quite different. For them it was what true piety had degenerated into, just as men might degenerate into animals. If animals were in fact degenerate men, then the beasts could be said to be morally culpable, and thus to have deserved their plight. Accordingly, Glanvill suggested that Noah's son Ham, traditionally regarded as the father of heresy, had spawned a race of apes.S5 This conjecture sat well with the general theory of degeneration current at the time, according to which the world was in a state of gradual decline, s6 The human race was implicated in this decline, for as John Dove put it, "man which is a lesser worlde declineth, and it followeth therefore as a good consequent, that the greater worlde also doth decline."s7 Some sections of the human race had, in this scheme of things, sunk to the level of beasts. Perhaps for this reason there was in the sixteenth century some confusion as to whether the natives of the Americas were human or not. According to Corneille de Pauw, Americans were at first thought to be "orang-utangs, or large monkeys, that could be destroyed without remorse and without reproach. ''s8 Eventually, as De Pauw tells it, a Pope intervened, recognizing the Americans as true men.
Despite such episodes which suggested that men could naturally degenerate to the level of beasts, few thinkers saw fit to develop a theory according to which human souls were reincarnated in animal bodies. To be sure, Origen had believed that degenerate human souls would be reborn in the bodies of beasts. But his embarrassed seventeenth-century disciples had not been prepared to go that far, even denying that Origen had espoused this extreme view.S9 The sole English exponents of this ancient but heretical view were Lady Anne Conway and certain of the English radicals.
4-THE ENGLISH RADICALS, LADY ANNE CONWAY AND TRANSMUTATION
The English Civil War in the 164os had brought with it a general relaxation of censorship laws, allowing the circulation of texts, both Renaissance and contemporary, which challenged the prevailing political, religious, and scientific status quo. While the Cambridge Platonists had been somewhat circumspect in their rehabilitation of Hermetic and Neoplatonic ideals, the ideologues behind such radical groups as the Diggers and the Ranters threw caution to the winds.9o In particular, the medieval hierarchical ontology which underlay both political and natural structures of domination was called into question. Gerrard Winstanley, leader of the Diggers, announced in 1649 that when "the great creator, Reason, made the earth to be a common treasury, to preserve beasts, birds, fishes and man.., not one word was spoken.., that one branch of mankind should rule over another."9, As the distinctions which placed one man over another were broken down, so were the barriers between man and the beasts. The whole of nature, according to Winstanley, was permeated with the one divine spirit. The divine Reason, he declared, "dwels in every creature, according to the nature and being of the creature."9, Man, he added, lives righteously by "looking upon himself as a fellow creature (though he be Lord of all creatures) to all other creatures of all kinds; and in so doing to them as he would have them doe to him."93 The Ranters were even more overtly pantheistic. It was an early tenet of the Ranter creed that "every creature is God, every creature that hath life and breath being an efflux from God, and shall return into God again, be swaIlowed up in him as a drop is in the ocean."~ Small wonder that the Ranters were charged with propagating the doctrine of reincarnation into animal bodies.95 Yet, despite the widespread dissemination of these heterodox opinions within these radical groups, it was left to Lady Anne Conway to provide the most systematic defense of the view that brutes were so closely related to humans that they might in future lives be reborn as men or women. Described by Richard Popkin as "perhaps the keenest metaphysician in England during this period," Lady Conway included in her circle of friends van Helmont, Cudworth, Glanvill, and the ubiquitous Henry More.96 Her only published work is the posthumous Principles of the Most Ancient and Modern Philosophy (I692).9~ This highly original piece contains searching criticisms of the ontologies of Descartes, Hobbes, and Spinoza, proposing in their place a monistic vitalism.ga It fuses elements of English Platonism with continental cabbalism, bringing together Platonic notions of preexistence with cabbalistic metempsychosis.99 The Principles possibly influenced Berkeley and Leibniz, and the latter was for many years presumed to bc its author, l~176
As with the Platonists, defense of the justice of God was of paramount importance to the Viscountess. This justice, she declares, "most gloriously appears in the Transmutation of Things out of one Species into another. ''~o~ In Conway's ontology, there are three "essences of being," but many "manners of existence. '''~ God, the highest being, is immutable; creatures, the lowest beings, are mutable; Christ, the medium, partakes of both kinds of being. Transmutation can therefore occur in all creatures, for their essence is mutable, with species boundaries reflecting only superficial "manners of existence."'o3
Transmutation may take place upwards or downwards. Conway takes as an example of the former the changing of a horse into a human.~~ Horses, she says, have been "indued with divers degrees of perfection"--a kind of knowledge, love, fear, courage, memory and "divers other Qualities which are in Man."xo5 Because it is the nature of every creature to tend toward a higher degree of goodness, a horse will generally perform good service for its master, and so be deemed to have performed its duty (unless the horse hinders that good impulse by voluntary transgression, of which Conway asserts horses are posits the rebirth of spiritual souls into material bodies (which implies dualism). Conway's own term for her doctrine is "transmutation," which is somewhat suggestive of alchemy. Conway, it should be added, is at times unclear on this issue, distinguishing, e.g., between the body of a horse and its spirit (69f.)
One of the earliest writings of the cabbala, Bah/r, contains a doctrine of transmigration (secs. 86, 1o4, 135) which seems to have been developed as a theodicy. Migration into animal bodies appears somewhat later, in Teraunah (c. 13oo). Here it is stated that the souls of the righteous must pass through animal bodies. The strict rules concerning the slaughter and eating of animals were apparently intended to ensure the smooth passage of the human soul as it ascends from its animal body into its human body. See Gershom Scholem, Orig/~ of the Kabbalah (Princeton: Princeton University Press, 1987) ,os Conway, Principles, 5 if. ,04 Conway thus prefers Origen and Plotinus over Plato. Plato allowed that a human soul could atrophy and enter an animal body, but considered the reverse to be impossible. Animal souls were qualitatively different from human souls and could not enter a human body, for animal souls have no prior knowledge of the forms. See Phaedrus ~49b; cf. T/maeus 9 o. Origen and Plotinus had no qualms in asserting transmigration in both directions. See De principiis, I.viii; Enneads, IV.iii.
,os Conway, Principles., 59. capable). At death, the spirit of the horse, now more excellent than before, will pass into the body of another horse. (God might annihilate the horse's soul, hut this would be unfair, given the soul's improvement.) In its next incarnation, the horse may undergo similar improvement, and so on. Now, asks Conway, is it possible "that a horse may always become better and better ad infinitum, and yet so remain a horse? ''~~ This cannot be, she says, particularly if it is granted that the nature of man differs from that of a horse only in finite degrees. For, as the horse improves in those qualities which it shares with man, it gradually approaches humanity. Conway concludes that "a Horse may in length of Time, be in some measure changed into a Man."~o7 This rather novel view is made more plausible, Conway believed, if observed transmutations in nature are taken into account: air can be changed into fire or aether; one metal can be changed into another; "Barley and wheat are convertible one into the other"--for there are many places (apparently) where it is often observed that when barley is sown, wheat will spring up, and vice versa; worms change into flies; and the corrupted earth will bring forth animals without seed. los Transmutation is the order of nature, and displays divine goodness. God's justice, says Conway, operates "not only in Men and Angels, but in all Creatures."'o9
As an intriguing consequence of this view, all creatures become morally responsible. Animals are subject to God's law, its sanctions and rewards. "Every Creature whatsoever, that transgresseth this Law, is punished for it: But that creature which observes and keeps it, hath this reward, viz, to become better." It is for this reason, explains Conway, that the serpent was punished in the Genesis account of creation, and that the Jewish law had explicit penalties for animal transgressions. ,,o Animals, then, are to a degree responsible for their "manner of existence," with their suffering being directly related to their "choices."
Transmutation was not all one way. At death, three possible fates awaited the human soul. It could become an angel, a devil, or a beast, depending on its actions in this world:
And so here is a certain Justice in all these, as in all the Transmutation of Things from one Species into another, whether it be by ascending from the Ignobler or Baser unto the Nobler, or by descending into the contrary, there may be found the same Justice: For Example: Is it not just and equitable, if a Man on Earth lived a pure and Holy Life, like unto the Heavenly Angels, that he should be exalted to an Angelical Dignity after ~o6 Ibid., 6of. ~o7 Ibid., 61f. ,08 Ibid., 64f. ~o9 Ibid., 66f. ~,o Ibid., 67.
